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e Rev1ew of Dtaﬁ Enwronmental Impact Statement for the Republican River Basm
' " Long-Term Water Supply Contrasct Renewals

Dear Mr; 01'e: .

The Enwronmental Proteeuon Agency has rewewed the Draft Enwronmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project entitled Repubhcan River Basin - Long-Terni "~
- Water Supply Contract Renewals, in Nebraska and Kansas. Our review is provided -
pursuant to the National Envuonmental Policy Act (NEPA) 42 U.S.C. 4231, Councilon
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulatlons 40 CFR: Parts 1500 1508, and Seetlon 309 of
_’rhe Clean A1r Act (CAA) :

_ The Bureau of Recla.matlon proposes to renew long term water contracts for
irrigation districts in the Republican River Basin. The. DEIS explores a range of
alternatives that involve changes to the operatlon and irrigation capaclty of the water

. storage reservoirs. - Based on our overall review, and. conmdenng the level of detail that

prompted each of our detailed comments (enclosed), we have assigned the DEIS a rating

. of EC-2 (Envuonmental Concerns - Inadequate Informatmn) A copy: of EPA’s rating

system criteria is prov1ded as an attachmcnt to these comments

 EPA commends the Bureau of Recla:ﬁatlon for 'then' extensive efforts in
interagency coordination, seeking pubhc participation, and for including a wide range of
alternatives, to include those for which Bureau of Reclamation does not have direct
authority to Implement We were perplexed by the “No-Action™ alternatwe and - -
although the Council on Environmental: Quahty endorsed this “No-Action” alternative on
the basis of Congressmnal mandate (in a similar Cal1fom1a renewal), this-project -
(depletions, species ext:upat]on pendmg water quallty standards competing water "
interests) 111ustrates the need for a contemporary exammatlon of the Reclamat:lon Actof
1956. ' :

We appremate Workmg with yom' sta.ff on this adaptlve management effort and .
appremate their prompt follow-up on provxdmg addltlonal matenals w1th whlch to aSSISt '




.our revww Please send one copy of the Fmal EIS to thJs ofﬁce at the same nme it 1s
ofﬁ(:lally filed with our Washington, D.C. ofﬁce If you have any questmns please
contact Royce B. Kemp at (913)551 7551 IR

Sincerely,

/ Aldpffhgn, Director
‘nvitoént Services Division

Enclo.su.re'(s) -2




e EPA’s Detaﬂed Comments on the Repubhcan River Basin DEIS

1. The cover letter to. the DEIS states that a “negotlated a]tematlve” may be produced dunng
~ contract negotiations. If such an alternative does become: viable for selection, then the alternative -

should be disclosed to the pubhc and all mterested partles for eomments before the i 1ssuance of
-~ the Final EIS. : S

2. PageII-8, Selemum Management Plan Thts sectton states that aSelenium Management Plan _
. (SMP) is a common ¢lement of all alternatives, mcludmg the No Action alternative. EPA has
concerns that the SMP is not described in adequate detail in the DEIS and there appears to be no
mechanism to 1mplement such a plan. Further explanation is needed discussing how and when'
the SMP will be funded, how it will be Implemented and momtored, and what mitigation
measures can be expected to be implemented in an expedmous manner if problems are found.
Therefore, EPA would like to see (in the FEIS) the steps that. Reclamatlon is taking to ensure
funding of an adaptive management plan, how it will be mtplementod and momtored, and.

.Who W111 be accountable for all aspects of the SMP - - .

3. Page 110, ‘Increased Irngauon Use of Harlan County Lake (Imgat:lon Altemattve)
This alternative lacks information needed for clear consideration. The Irrigation
Alternative states that total- tmgatlon storage of Harlan County Lake would be increased
from 150, 000 acre-feet to 194,000 acre-feet.. This would mean a change in the shoreline
environment by 5.4 feet, which has envnronmental effects that are not discussed directly.
Also, the statement that the Corps Reclamation, or Congressmnal action may be required
does not disclose exactly what actions would be necessary by these entities to implement
 the alternative. Simply listing agencies and entities that would need to be a party to full

- implementation implies that this alternative will be too laborious and will therefore not

get equal consideration. Although the consequences are summarized in this sect:lon, the
drawbacks are not completely dlsclosed Cianﬁcatlon of thlS altematlve should be
chscussed m the FEIS.

4. PageT-11; Reservoir Multl—Use Plus Water Conservatlon (Multl-Use Altematlve)

~ (Reclamation’s Preferred Altematlve) This section recommends specified water conservation
practices, but does. not explain in enough detail what those water conservation practices are and
how they will be implemented, monitored and enforced, Based on Basin wide concems and =~
objectives, water consetvation measures should receive additional consideration in this and other

alternatives. EPA would like to see more detailéd water conservation measures descrlbed for this
alternative i in the FEIS. : S

5. Pag‘e H—12,'Water'C0nservation and Modified Reservoir Management (Conservation
Alternative). This alternative is unclear and should be discussed in greater detail. The
Conservation Alternative states that water conservation and modified operations of
Harlan County Lake would include ungatlon use down to 1927.0-MSL elevation. This
section does not expla.m the water eonservatlon requtrements the Imgatlon Dtstrtcts
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- would undertake and how they wﬂl ensure 1mplementat10n Also the statement that
. Congressional action may be required if this alternative is selected implies that this
alternative is too burdensome and therefore will not get the consideration it deserves.
EPA supports increased water conservation, and because water conservation should be a
basin-wide ob_]eetlve clanﬁcation of th15 altematwe should be dlscussed is) the FEIS.

6. Page I]]-19 Endangered Specles This seet:lon states that the Blologlc Assessment (BA)

conducted by Reclamation concluded that the preferred alternative would not affect listed or

endangered species. The BA appears to support this: eonclumon, but does niot address how these
- valuable resources would be impacted by atiother alternatzve 1f selected A sectlon addressing -
 this issue should be mcluded in the FEIS. . .

? Page IV-54, Cumulahve Impaets Page IV~54 states that there will be “no cumulative effects -
of past and present actions combined with the impacts of the various water supply contract - '
renewal alternatives.” EPA believes cumulative impacts will result from each of the altematives
the Reclamation proposes, mcludmg existing groundwater/surface water uses within the Basin
unrelated to this project. Each alternative Reclamation proposesthas a measurable impact to the
natural environmental and resources. as descnbed in the DEIS {such as high selenium
concentrations in aquatic species, reduced stream flows, and reduced wildlife habitat).
Reclamation must consider these cumulative impacts along Wlth existing and foreseeable future-
actions within the basin from other sources and discuss cumulatlve impacts and those resources
affected more thoroughly in the FEIS.. :

8. Page V- 54, Irrever51ble and Irretrievable Commntment of Resom"ces Thls section states that '
no less than four (4) fish species int the Basin are considered to be rare and fikely face '

“extirpation and irrétrievable commitment. . . under all altérnatives.- Further discussion is.
needed on how these valuable resources could be protected, and mltlgatlon should be addressed -
if applicable, i in the FEIS.

9. The envuonmentally preferahle alterﬁaﬁve does not appear to be eddressed er identified in the
' DEIS. It is recommended that this alternative be mcluded and discussed in the FEIS per NEPA
guldance {40 Questions, #6b). s

10. While the Preferred Altematwe mcludes water conservatlon operations, the DEIS does not
seem to contain a descnptlon of any enforcement and monitoring of water conservation plans,
use of reclaimed water, and/or water metering in the coitract area. The DEIS also does not
discuss if the water contract provisions will strengthen and support water conservanon and in
partlcular, comphance These issues should be dmcussed m the FEIS :

11. The DEIS does not 1dent1fy a'pomtm time: when- _Water Tesources wﬂ.l-beconie .

. significantly impacted by this contract renewal aleng'xi*ith other cumulative actions

within the Basin. Information presented within pages IV-50-and TV-51 mdlcates that tﬁe
rate of water depletlon is increasing. Given that the Bureau utilizes' a “quantitative water
supply evaluation computer analysis” (IV-50), EPA heheves that disclosure of future -




- | could also be used to add, modlfy or ﬁne-tune alternatlves

. water avazlablhty is nnportant to the pubhc and to the dec1s:on—maker for tlns contract
- renewal action. - Information gamed from hydrologlcal modelmg of future conditions, -




